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Abstract 
 
This paper evaluates the performance of a number of open-ended mutual fund managers, over 
the period 2002:02 to 2012:12 and over various sub-periods, in Finland (24 mutual funds), 
Sweden (31 mutual funds), and Norway (23 mutual funds).  To this end, relative return ratios are 
employed, such as the Sharpe measure and the Treynor measure, which compare the portfolio’s 
excess return to a measure of risk. As a benchmark portfolio a relevant stock market index is 
used each market (HEX Index in the case of Finland, the OSEBX index in the case of Norway, 
and the OMX index in the case of Sweden). According to relative-return ratios of performance, 
only Finish mutual-fund managers managed to beat the market, while the consistency of their 
marketing-beating record was not high across the two sub-periods under examination. By 
contrast, the overwhelming majority of Swedish and Norwegian mutual funds did not beat the 
market. Also, contrary to Norwegian and Swedish fund managers, the majority of Finish mutual 
managers achieved positive alpha estimates in their portfolios. Finally, no fund manager 
exhibited positive market-timing skills.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
Investors who entrust the management of their their money to professional fund managers must 
pay a service cost. In exchange, investors expect managers to do a go good job in managing the 
formers’ funds. But what is exactly “good” job?  Investors expected two things from managers: 
(a) risk-adjusted returns that surpass that of the market; and (b) enough diversification that will 
eliminate the portfolio’s unsystematic risk, relative to the portfolio’s benchmark (Jensen, 1968).  
A manager can achieve above-average risk-adjusted returns for his clients either by market 
timing or by spotting and selecting for sale or purchase mispriced securities. To illustrate, 
suppose that a mutual fund manager can do a good job in predicting the bull and the bear 
markets. In that case, he would adjust the composition of the portfolio in such a way so as to 
anticipate the trend in the market, i.e. he would increase the portfolio’s beta when he expects a 
bull market and reduce when he expects a bear market. In that case, for every one percent 
increase (during the bear market) in the (excess) return on the market, the (excess) return on the 
portfolio will be expected to increase by more than 1 percent. Put more technically the slope of 
the characteristic line of the stock must be increasing (i.e. have some curvature). Alternatively, a 
fund manager may attempt to go long in stocks that (for a given level of risk) are assessed to be 
undervalued. In this case, the fund manager will achieve above-average risk-adjusted returns, 
even without having to possess superior market-timing skills, provided that the market is 
efficient and the stock prices converge to their fair valuations.  
So investors must be able to assess whether the performance of mutual managers achieves the 
goals of earning above-average returns eliminating all unsystematic risk, and consequently 
justifies the payment of the service fee.   
 
In this project, using monthly returns, for a number of Swedish, Norwegian, and Finish open-
ended, mutual funds, observed over a 10 year period from 2002 to 2012, I have evaluated the 
performance of mutual fund managers in the three Nordic countries with regard to the following 
questions: 
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• How many fund managers beat the market according to the Treynor and the Sharpe 
measure of performance? 
• Can mutual fund managers deliver above-average risk-adjusted returns for their client’s?  
• How well-diversified were the mutual funds? 
• How is the performance of the managers is broken down into to a return attributed to the 
amount or risk-taking (on the their part) and to a return attributed to the selectivity skills 
of the manager?  
 
The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the various measures of performance that 
can be used to evaluate the work of mutual fund managers. Section 3 reports the empirical results 
of the study, and Section 4 presents the conclusions and limitations of the study.  
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
2.1 MEASURES OF PORTFOLIO PERFOMANCE  
There are some methods of portfolio performance that will be examined. The first method 
involves relative measures of performance, where the fund’s excess return over the risk-free 
asset is compared to a relevant measure of risk; risk-averse investors should select funds with the 
maximum such ratio. The second method involves excess return methods of performance, where 
the fund’s return is compared to an expected return, based on a specific asset pricing model.  
 
2.1.1 Relative Measures of Mutual Fund Performance  
Relative measures of performance show the portfolio’s return per unit of risk. One relevant 
measure of risk is the portfolio’s beta coefficient (Treynor and Mazuy, 1966), in which case the 
measure of performance is known as the Treynor index (TI).  
Treynor (1965), originally proposed a composite measure of evaluating the performance 
of a mutual fund. This measure is the ratio of the fund’s excess return (risk premium) to its 
measure of systematic risk, i.e. its beta coefficient.  
( )i f
i
E R R
β
−
ΤΙ =  2.1  
Where 𝐸 𝑅!  and 𝛽! the expected return and beta coefficient, respectively, of portfolio 𝑖. If this 
proposed measure is higher (or lower) than the market’s excess return the fund had better (or 
worse) performance than that of the market portfolio r. 
Diagrammatically, in an expected return-beta space, this measure of performance is the slope 
of a line connecting the risky asset A and the risk-free rate, and it is equal to 𝑅! − 𝑅! /𝛽! (Fig. 
2-1).  The investor would prefer the portfolio on the most counter-clockwise ray emanating from 
the riskless asset.  Since the market has a beta coefficient of unity, a specific mutual beats the 
market if it has its TI is higher than the market risk premium (𝑅!). Having a TI greater than the 
market risk premium also means that such a portfolio will lie above the security market line.  
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Figure 2-1: The Treynor Performance Measure 
Since the beta coefficient is used as the relevant measure of risk, this approach assumes that 
investors must hold a well-diversified portfolio and hence only systematic risk must be of great 
concerned to them.  
Another measure of risk is the portfolio’s risk, or standard deviation, (Sharpe, 1964), in which 
case the measure of performance is known as the Sharpe index (SI).  
( )
S i f
i
E R R
σ
−
Ι =  2.2  
Where 𝜎! is the portfolio’s total risk. Diagrammatically, in an expected return-standard space, 
this measure of performance is the slope of a line connecting the risky asset A and the risk-free 
rate; this slope is 𝑅! − 𝑅! /𝜎! (Fig. 2-2).  The preferred portfolio is that which the ray passing 
through Fr , which lies furthest in the counter-clockwise direction.  
Beta 
Expected  Return  
Risky Portfolio (A) 
Risky Portfolio (M) 
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Figure 2-2: The Sharpe Performance Measure 
 
2.1.2 Excess Return Methods  
Excess return methods of evaluating portfolio performance compare the portfolio’s return to an 
expected return, which is derived from a specific asset pricing model. Jensen (1968) suggested 
the use of the capital asset pricing model (CAPM), as an equilibrium asset pricing model, for 
the estimation of the portfolio’s expected return. This model forecasts the expected return on an 
asset or a portfolio given its level of systematic risk (Sharpe, 1964). More analytically, the model 
has as follows:  
( ) ( )i F i M FE R R E R Rβ= + −⎡ ⎤⎣ ⎦  2.3  
Where 𝐸 𝑅!  and 𝐸 𝑅!  are the expected return on portfolio 𝑖 and the market portfolio, 
respectively, and 𝛽! is the asset’s beta coefficient. Although the market portfolio is usually taken 
to be a wide stock market index, Roll (1977) suggested that the market portfolio should contain 
all risky investments, including stocks, bonds, real estate and commodities.  
Fig. 2-3 shows that the average (historical) return of portfolio 𝑖, denoted by (𝑅!),  is higher than 
its expected return, based on the CAPM. This superior return, average return (𝑅!) can be 
achieved in two ways.  
Standard Deviation 
Expected  Return  
1OL  
Risky Portfolio (A) 
2OL
 
Risky Portfolio (M) 
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Figure 2-3: Jensen’s Measure of Performance  
 
As for the manager’s ability to consistently buy (sell) and subsequently sell (buy) undervalued 
(overvalued) securities for a given risk class, without alternative the portfolio’s beta coefficient, 
the following econometric model is estimated:  
( ), , , , ,i t f t i i M t f t i tR R R R Uα β− = + − +  2.4  
 
For 𝑖 is the mutual fund, observed over the period 𝑡 spanning different estimation periods,  
 
Where  
,i tR : The actual return of mutual fund i in period t  
iα : The abnormal return of mutual fund i  in period t ; this return is known as alpha 
estimate 𝑅!,!:  The return on the market at time period 𝑡.   𝑅!,!:  The risk-free rate of return in period t (T-Bill rate) 𝑈!,!:  The disturbance term for the return of mutual fund i  in period t  
 
Beta Estimate  
Expected Return  
Risky Portfolio (𝑖) 
 
𝜷𝒊 
𝑹𝒊 •  
𝑅! 
𝐸 𝑅!  
Extra Return due 
to Selectivity  
(Jensen Measure)  
Extra Return Due 
to Risk Taking  
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In the above model specification the parameter 𝛼! indicates whether the fund’s performance 
was higher or lower than expected. Fig. 2-4 shows the sample regression line associated with the 
above regression model. This line is known as the characteristic line1 for portfolio 𝑖, and it is 
the line that fits best through a scatterplot of excess rates of return for portfolio 𝑖 and the excess 
rate of return of the market over same designated time period, 𝑡 = 1,2, , 𝑠,…𝑇. The slope of this 
line gives the estimate for the porftolio’s beta coefficient (𝛽!), which as the figure shows is 
constant throughout the estimation period.  
 
Figure 2-4: The Characteristic Line for Portfolio 𝒊:  Constant beta estimate  
 
Mutual fund managers with superior selection skills will have a statistically significant positive 
“alpha” estimate, in which case𝑅! > 𝐸 𝑅! , while managers with inferior selection skills will 
have a negative alpha estimation. Finally, the performance of manager with no selection skills 
will have an alpha of zero, in case he follows the naive buy-and-hold policy.  Put differently, if 
mutual fund i is correctly priced we will have 0iα = (this is the null hypothesis of no abnormal 
returns), while if it is mispriced we will have 0α ≠ (this is the alternative hypothesis of abnormal 
returns). 
                                                
1 This line’s slope is a measure  of the relative volatility of the portfolio’s returns in relation to the returns of the 
market 
Market Excess 
Return  
Excess Return  
Specific Excess 
Return For Portfolio 
(𝑖) 
 
𝜷𝒊 
𝑅!,! − 𝑅!,! •  
𝜶𝒊 𝜑 tan𝜑 = 𝜷𝒊 
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The second way the manager can achieve a superior return in Fig. 2-3 is by forecasting the ups 
or downs of the market, and subsequently adjust the composition of the portfolio to these 
forecasted trends. This accommodation however results in a change of the portfolio’s systematic 
risk. So, for example, when a manager predicts a bull market, he will change the composition of 
his portfolio from low-beta to high-beta stocks in order to take advantage of the bull market. By 
the same reasoning, when he expects a bear market he must resort to low-beta stocks. So if this 
strategy is followed, when the market booms, i.e. as the market’s excess return increases, the 
gains on the fund’s portfolio should be higher, i.e. the portfolio’s excess return should increase 
by an increasing rate.  This implies however that the slope of the characteristic line must be 
rising as the excess return on the market increases, so there must a curvature in the characteristic 
line (Fig. 2-5).  
 
Figure 2-5: The Characteristic Line for Portfolio 𝒊:  Varying beta estimate 
To test for the managers’ abilities to correctly forecast the market trend and to subsequently 
take advantage of it, that is, to test the managers’ market timing abilities, the following 
econometric model is estimated (see Treynor and Mazuy (1966))  
( ) ( )2, , , , , , ,i t f t i i M t f t i M t f t i tR R R R R R Uα β γ− = + − + − +  2.5  
 
Market Excess 
Return  
Excess Return  
Specific Excess 
Return For Portfolio 
(𝑖) 
 
𝑅!,! − 𝑅!,! •  
𝜶𝒊 
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In the above equation the value of 𝛾!  measures the ability to time the market. If  𝛾! is  positive 
then the above parabola opens upward (as in Fig. 2-4) and the manager shows positive market-
timing skills, otherwise it opens downward, and the managers presents negative market-timing 
skills. Another approach to test for market timing skills is that suggested by Henriksson and 
Merton (1981), who proposed fitting the following econometric model in order to estimate any 
market timing effects.  
( ) ( ), , , , , , , ,i t f t i i M t f t i M t f t i t i tR R R R R R D Uα β γ− = + − + − +  2.6  
 
 
Where 𝐷!,!is an intercept dummy taking the value 1 if the market return exceeds the risk-free 
rate of return in a given month. 
 
2.2 MEASURE OF OVERALL PORTFOLIO PERFOMANCE 
 
Fama (1965) proposed that a portfolios’ overall performance, i.e. its excess return over the 
risk-free rate, consists of two components.  
The first component is return earned due to the amount of risk-taking on the part of the mutual 
fund manager and a component accounting for the return due to superior selection skills.  Fig. 
(2.7) shows the evaluation of mutual fund A, which achieved an average historical return of  𝑅!; 
the portfolio’s excess return is of course 𝑅! − 𝑅!. Based on the systematic risk of fund A, the 
fund should earn a return of  
( ) ( )A F A M FE R R E R Rβ= + −⎡ ⎤⎣ ⎦  2.7  
The difference between the above return and the risk-free rate is the return from the 
manager’s risk-taking behaviour 
( ){ }
( )
Return From Manager Risk-Taking
                                                        
F A M F F
A M F
R E R R R
E R R
β
β
= + − − =⎡ ⎤⎣ ⎦
= −⎡ ⎤⎣ ⎦
 2.8  
 
The second component of excess return includes a return from selectivity, which is the 
Jensen’s alpha parameter 
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( )
( )( )
Selectivity
               
A A
A F A M F
R E R
R R E R Rβ
= − =
⎡ ⎤= − + −⎣ ⎦
 2.9  
 
To further breakdown the selectivity component of return, a comparison between Portfolio 𝐴  and the naïve portfolio,𝑁, must be made.  These two portfolios have the same level of total 
risk, but the latter’s risk consists exclusively of non-diversifiable risk since it represents 
combinations of the market and the riskless asset (i.e. it lies on the line𝑅!𝑀). In other words, 
portfolio 𝑁is a very well-diversifed porftolio, with minimum diversifiable risk, and since it has 
the level of total risk with portfolio A it must also have a higher beta than 𝐴. In fact the level of 
non-diversifiable risk in the naïve portfolio 𝑁 can be found from its total risk equation that has as 
follows: 𝜎! = 𝛽!𝜎!, where 𝜎! is the  risk on the market. In Fig. (2.7), portfolios 𝐴  and 𝐴′ have 
the same level of non-diversifiable risk (i.e. beta), but they do not have the same level of 
diversifiable risk. This is because portfolio A does not lie on the 𝑅!𝑀 line, and hence it contains 
diversifiable risk.   
So based on the characteristics of portfolio 𝑁 the net selectivity is defined as the extra return 
over the well-diversified portfolio N, that is,  
 
( )
( )( )
Net Selectivity
                       
A N
A F N M F
R E R
R R E R Rβ
= − =
⎡ ⎤= − + −⎣ ⎦
 2.10 
More formally, we can write the following relation for the excess return in the portfolio A  
( ) ( )
SelectivityRisk
A F A M F A AR R E R R R E Rβ− = − + +⎡ ⎤⎣ ⎦ 1 4 2 4 31 4 44 2 4 4 43  2.11 
Notice in the above equation the selectivity component of the portfolio’s overall return is 
simply the Jensen measure of performance.  
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Figure 2-6: Decomposition of Overall Performance 
Source: Adopted from Fama (1972:588) 
 
2.3 RESULTS FROM PREVIOUS STUDIES  
The literature on the mutual fund evaluation is fast, so only the results of some landmark 
studies will be presented briefly.  
Sharpe (1966) studied the performance of thirty-four mutual funds over the period from 1954- 
1963 and proposed his measure of evaluating mutual fund performance (the Sharpe measure). 
The results of his study showed that most mutual funds did not fare better than the market 
portfolio, i.e. the performance of Dow Jones index. 
Sharpe (1966) documented a relationship between the current mutual fund performance and 
past going back to a time horizon of 10 years. Carlson (1970) used risk-adjusted returns and 
found no evidence of performance persistence over 10 years but over a five-year period. 
Grinblatt and Titman (1992) analyzed a sample of 279 American Mutual Funds and found 
positive alpha estimates.  
Treynor and Mazuy (1966) using annual returns of 57 mutual funds evaluated the market-
timing skills of their managers. The conclusions from the research were that the fund managers 
who were examined could not successfully predict market developments, and hence they could 
not build timely positions in the market by varying accordingly the composition of the mutual 
Beta Estimate  
Expected  Return  
Risky Portfolio (A) 
Market Portfolio (M) 
𝛽! = 𝜎!/𝜎!  
 
𝜷𝜜 
𝑹𝑨 •  
•  
Overall Excess 
Return  
𝑅! 
𝐸 𝑅!  
Extra Return due 
to Selectivity  
(Jensen’s Alpha) 
Risky Portfolio (A’) 
Naïve Portfolio (N) 
𝐸 𝑅!  
Extra Return Due 
to Risk Taking  
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funds portfolio. 
Jensen (1968) assessed the performance of 115 funds over the period 1945-1964. Using his 
proposed alpha measure of performance (see Eq. 2.4), the author compared these 115 mutual 
funds to the market, provided by the S&P index. The author found that the average 
annual risk-adjusted return of the funds under examination was -0.9%, while the various 
management expenses and other costs were taken into consideration the average, risk-adjusted  
return of the funds was zero.  
McDonald (1974) arrived at about the same results using as a benchmark portfolio the NYSE 
index. Specifically, the author made use of 120 monthly returns for a period ranging from 1960 
to 1969 and a sample of 123 mutual funds. Evaluating these mutual funds using both the Sharpe 
measure and the Treynor measure of performance, the author found that based on the Treynor 
ratio about 50% of sampled funds outperformed the market, while using the Sharpe ratio the 
percentage of market beaters dropped to about 30%. 
Fabozzi and Francis (1979) examined whether the alpha and / or beta of 85 mutual funds 
differed significantly in bull and bear markets, over the period 1965:12 – 1971:12. The authors 
found that the managers did not leveraged the beta of their mutual fund in order to take 
advantage of market transitions, i.e. transition from bull to bear market and vice versa. These 
finding were attributed by the authors to a number of reasons. Firstly, for a large number of 
shares the beta estimate followed a random walk. Secondly, fund managers may not actually 
have the ability to predict future changes in market trends. Finally, even if fund managers were 
able to correctly assess which way the market is going, then the cost of adjusting according the 
fund’s beta would outweigh the expected benefits from such an investment strategy.  
 
In another study, Carhart (1997) studied the performance of 1,500 mutual funds in the U.S. 
Fig.2-7 shows that for some years the average performance of mutual funds exceeded that of the 
market return, but for several years and the opposite was true. Certainly the results of this study 
are not sufficient to draw firm conclusions with regard to the performance of the funds relative to 
the market, since mutual funds concentrate their investments in different sectors of the market, 
and therefore in order to account for such differences the funds’ performance must be compared 
to a portfolio that invests in similar securities. Making therefore this adjustment, Carhart (1997) 
found that after transaction and administration costs the average yield of a mutual fund was 
 13 
lower than the average return on the benchmark portfolio. 
 
 
Figure 2-7: The Average Return of 1,500 American Mutual Funds  
Source: Carhart (1997) 
 
Bauer et al. (2006) investigated the performance of 143 open-ended New Zealand mutual 
funds (domestic, international, equity, and balanced) over for the period 1990:01–2003:09. The 
results of the study showed New Zealand mutual funds had not been able to provide out-
performance. Alpha estimates for equity funds, both domestic and international, were found to be 
zero, whereas balanced funds underperform significantly; there was a consistency in reporting 
insignificant alpha estimates when both the CAPM and the four-factor model, associated with 
Carhart (1997), were used. The authors also found no evidence of market timing abilities on the 
part the fund managers.  
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3 EMPIRICAL RESULTS  
To apply the measures of mutual fund performance, 24 open-end Finish, 23 open-end 
Norwegian, and 31 Swedish mutual funds were selected. For these funds a monthly rate of return 
has been estimated for a 10-year period, starting from February 2002 to December 2012. The 
monthly rate of return for fund 𝑖 at month 𝑡 was computed as follows: 
1
1itit
it
PR
P −
= −  3.1  
where: 𝑅𝒊𝒕 : The return of mutual fund i during month t ; this return is net of expenses and taxes 𝑃!" : The ending price for fund i during month t  
 
In addition to the whole period under consideration, other two sub-periods will be considered 
depending on the performance of the stock market in each country.  
Specifically, given the performance of the Finish Stock Market (Fig. 3-1) the first sub-period 
will span the period 2003:01-2007-12, when the market started exhibiting a strongly upward. 
The second will cover the period 2009:03-2012:12, a period where the market exhibited a mild 
upward trend. Then, given the performance of the Norwegian Stock Market (Fig. 3-2) two 
different time frames will be examined. The first starts at 2003:02 and ends at 2008:05, when the 
market exhibiting a strongly upward trend. The second time frame begins 2009:02 and lasts until 
2012:12, a period where again the Norwegian stock market exhibited a downward trend, while it 
started from recovery after a steep fall.  
Likewise, given the performance of the Swedish Stock Market (Fig. 3-2) two different time 
frames will be considered. The first sub-period starts at 2002:09, and it ends at 2007:05, when 
the market exhibited a strongly upward trend. The second sub-period begins at 2009:01 and lasts 
until 2012:12, a period where again the Swedish stock market exhibited an uptrend in the wake 
of a strong bear market.  
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Figure 3-1: The Performance of Finish Stock Market (HAX Index), 2002-2012 
Source: Bloomberg 
 
 
Figure 3-2: The Performance of Norway Stock Market (OSEBX Index), 2002-2012 
Source: Bloomberg 
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Figure 3-3: The Performance of Swedish Stock Market (OMX Index), 2002-2012 
Source: Bloomberg 
 
 
3.1 EVALUATION OF MUTUAL FUNDS PERFOMANCE  
In what follows, the performance of individual mutual funds will be assessed based on a 
number of performance measures. Table 3-1 shows a summary of the results obtained.  
Table  3-1: Summary of Results from the Evaluation of Mutual Funds  
Period  
MEASURE OF PERFORMANCE 
DIVERSIFICATION† Sharpe 
Measure2 
Treynor 
Measure3 
Positive 
Alpha 
Estimate 
Negative 
Alpha 
Estimate 
Positive 
Timing 
Effects 
Negative 
Timing 
Effects 
SWEDEN 
Whole 
Sample 7 8 0 6 0 0 0 
Sample 
1 0 17 0 7 0 2 0 
Sample 
2 13 6 13 1 0 1 0 
NORWAY 
Whole 
Sample 9 7 7 2 0 2 0 
                                                
2 Market beaters 
3 Market beaters 
400
500
600
700
800
900
1,000
1,100
1,200
1,300
02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12
OMX
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Sample 
1 0 13 0 7 1 0 0 
Sample 
2 18 7 13 1 0 0 0 
FINLAND  
Whole 
Sample 22 12 14 0 0 0 0 
Sample 
1 3 9 0 0 0 0 0 
Sample 
2 21 14 15 0 1 2 0 
Note: Note: In the case of Sweden the “Sample 1” covers the period 2002:09-2007:05, and “Sample 2” the 
period (2009:01-2012:12). In the case of Norway the “Sample 1” covers the period 2003:02-2008:05, and 
“Sample 2” the period (2009:02-2012:12). In the case of Finland “Sample 1” covers the period 2003:01-
2007:12, and “Sample 2” the period (2009:01-2012:12) 
†A cut-off rate of above 75% is used for a fund to be characterized as diversified.   
 
3.1.1 Mutual Fund Performance based on Sharpe and Treynor Measures 
Appendix A presents the results concerning the evaluation of mutual funds in Finland, 
Norway, and Sweden based on the Sharpe measure and the Treynor measure of performance.  
 
Starting with the case of Sweden (see Tables A-1 and A-2), over the entire estimation period, 
i.e. over the period 2002:02-2012:12, just 7 and 8 mutual funds, out of the 31 mutual funds under 
consideration, that is, a 22.5% and 25.8%, respectively, outperformed the Swedish stock 
market, according to the Sharpe measure of performance (see Eq.(2.2)) and Treynor measure of 
performance (see Eq. (2.1)), respectively. So, over the entire estimation period these two 
measures of performance yield remarkably consistent results. However, over the next two sub 
periods these measures yielded diametrically opposed rankings. Specifically, over the first sub-
period 2002:09 -2007:05, when the market exhibited a strongly upward trend, no single Swedish 
mutual fund managed to beat the market according to the Sharpe Index but 17 funds 
outperformed the market based on the Treynor Index. This is an indication that over the first sub 
period the Swedish mutual funds were poorly diversified, that is, their total variance was high as 
it included a lot of unsystematic risk, and hence they received a low ranking on the basis of 
Sharpe measure but a high ranking on the basis of the Treynor measure. Over, the second 
estimation sub-period, that is, over the period 2009:01 -2012:12, when the market again 
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exhibited an upward trend, 13 and 6 Swedish mutual funds managed to beat the market 
according to the Sharpe index and the Treynor index, respectively.  
 
In the case of Norway, over the entire estimation period, i.e. over the period 2002:02-2012:12, 
just 9 mutual funds, out of the 23 under consideration, that is, a 39.13%, outperformed the 
Norwegian market, according to the Sharpe measure of performance. Over the first estimation 
period, that is over the period 2003:02 -2008:05, when the market exhibited a strongly upward 
trend, no single Norwegian mutual fund managed to beat the market.  However, over the second 
estimation sub period, that is over the period 2009:02 -2012:05, when the market again exhibited 
an upward trend, 18 Norwegian mutual funds, i.e. 78%, managed to beat the market.   
Using the Treynor measure of performance, over the entire estimation period, i.e. over the 
period 2002:02-2012:12, just 7 mutual funds, out of the 23 under consideration, that is, a 
30.43%, outperformed the Norwegian market. These two measures of performance give a very 
different picture over the next two sub-periods. Specifically, over the first estimation period, that 
is, over the period 2003:02 -2008:05, 13 Norwegian mutual funds managed to beat the market 
according to the Treynor measure of performance, but over the subsequent subperiod, that is over 
the period 2009:02 -2012:05, just 7 Norwegian mutual funds, i.e. 30.4%, managed to beat the 
market.   
 
Finally, in the case of Finland, according to the Sharpe measure of performance 22 funds, out 
of 24, beat the Finish market over the period 2002:02-2012:12, while according to the Treynor 
measure 12 funds outperformed the market. This discrepancy is down to the fact that over the 
aforementioned period the market’s returns were very volatile compared with the returns of the 
other funds.  
 
3.1.2 Mutual Fund Performance and Alpha Estimates 
Appendix B presents the alpha estimates for each mutual fund, derived from the estimation of 
econometric model (2.4), over the whole estimation period and various different estimation sub 
periods.  
The alpha estimates for Swedish mutual funds are presented in Table B-1. Over the entire 
estimation period, i.e. over the period 2002:02-2012:12, no Swedish mutual funds, out of the 31 
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under consideration, delivered a statistically significant positive alpha estimate. In fact, 6 
Swedish mutual funds had a statistically significant negative alpha estimate over the 
aforementioned period. The same pattern of results was observed also in the first sub-period. 
That is, over the period 2002:09 -2007:05, no single Swedish mutual fund managed to deliver 
positive alpha coefficient, while 7 mutual funds, i.e. 22.5% of the funds considered, delivered a 
negative alpha coefficient.  This conclusion has been reached in numerous studies of the past 
(see for example McDonald (1974) and Lehman and Modest (1987)).  
Things however changed markedly in the second estimation period, that is, over the period 
2009:01 -2012:12, when the market again exhibited an upward trend. During this period, 13 
Swedish mutual funds, i.e. almost 42% of the funds considered, managed to deliver positive 
alpha estimates, and just one mutual fund has a negative statistically significant alpha estimate.   
 
The alpha estimates for Norway are presented in Table A-2. Over the entire estimation period, 
i.e. over the period 2002:02-2012:12, just 7 mutual funds, out of the 23 under consideration, that 
is, a 30.4%, delivered a statistically significant positive alpha estimate. However, over the first 
estimation period, that is over the period 2003:02 -2008:05, when the market exhibited a strongly 
upward trend, no single Norwegian mutual fund managed to deliver positive alpha coefficient; in 
fact 9 mutual funds, i.e. 39% of the funds considered, delivered a negative alpha coefficient.  
Finally, over the second estimation sub-period, that is over the period 2009:02 -2012:05, when 
the market again exhibited an upward trend, 20 Norwegian mutual funds, i.e. a whopping 87% of 
the funds, managed to deliver positive alpha estimates.   
 
Finally, the alpha estimates for Finland are presented in Table A-3. Over the entire estimation 
period, i.e. over the period 2002:02-2012:12, 14 mutual funds, out of the 24 under consideration, 
that is, an impressive 58%, delivered a statistically significant positive alpha estimate. However, 
over the first estimation period, that is over the period 2003:02 -2007:12, no single Finish mutual 
fund managed to deliver positive alpha coefficient.  Things changed markedly in the second 
estimation period, that is over the period 2009:02 -2012:12, when 15 Finish mutual funds, i.e. a 
whopping 62% of the funds, managed to deliver positive alpha estimates.   
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3.1.3 Testing for Market Timing Skills  
Appendix B also presents the estimates for market-timing, derived from the estimation of 
econometric model (2.6), over the whole estimation period and various different estimation sub 
periods.  
Table B-1 shows the results in the case of Sweden. Clearly, the results point to no market- 
timing skills on the part of the Swedish fund managers not only over the entire period 
examination, but also over the next two sub periods. Indeed, in the period 2002:09-2007:05, no 
fund manager had a (statistically significant) positive market skill, while two fund managers had 
negative market skills. Likewise, in the period 2009:01-2012:12, no fund manager had a 
(statistically significant) positive market skill, and just one fund manager exhibited negative 
market skills.  
The same conclusion applies for Finish fund managers. Indeed, over the entire period 
examination, no Finish fund manager exhibited superior market- timing skills, and just one finish 
fund manager had, over the period 2009:01-2012:12, statistically significant positive market-
timing skills, and two fund managers exhibited negative market skills.  
 
3.2 EVALUATION OF THE DEGREE OF DIVERSIFICATION OF MUTUAL FUNDS 
AND THEIR OVERALL PERFORMANCE  
 
3.2.1 Evaluation of the Funds’ Diversification  
As it was pointed out in the introduction a portfolio manager must also be assessed on grounds 
of diversifying the clients’ portfolio. Diversification is important because the market rewards 
investors only for bearing systematic (market) risk; unsystematic risk (i.e. the risk that should be 
diversified away by fund managers) does not determine the required level of return in a security. 
Thus investors want their portfolios to be as diversified as possible, since no reward is offered to 
them for putting up with unsystematic risk.  
To measure the degree of a fund’s diversification, the coefficient of determination of the 
estimated regression model (2.4) is used; in this model the fund’s excess return of the fund are 
regressed against the market’s excess returns. The closer this coefficient is to unity, the more 
diversified the fund’s portfolio. Using, as a 75% cut-off rate for a sufficient amount of 
diversification, no single mutual fund from either region, over the whole estimation period and 
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the two sub-periods under examination, was found to be sufficiently diversified (see Table 3-1 
and Appendix C).  
 
3.2.2 Decomposing the Overall Performance  
The Tables in Appendix C present the results concerning the decomposition of the funds’ 
overall performance. Overall performance is the mutual fund’s average rate of return above the 
risk-free return, i.e., the fund’s excess return. This excess return is composed of the return from 
selectivity and the return from the manager’s level of risk (see Eq. (2.11)).   
The illustration that follows concerns the case of Finland, and Specifically the ALAEUBB 
mutual fund, ALA, (Table C-5). As it shown from Table C5, over the entire estimation period 
ALA experienced an average monthly excess return of 0.4%; this return was achieved mainly not 
because of the selectivity skills (0.5%) but because of the manager’s risk-taking stance (0.35%).  
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4 CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS  
4.1 CONCLUSIONS  
Until the early 1960s, researchers of mutual funds classified funds on the basis of their risk (i.e. 
the standard deviation of their returns) to classes of same risk and then compared the returns 
among mutual funds that belonged to the same risk category. However with the development of 
the Capital Asset Pricing Model researchers began to evaluate the performance of mutual 
funds with the use of composite measures of performance, which combined performance 
measures such as the fund’s return and relevant risk. 
Mutual fund managers can add value to their investors’ wealth in either of two ways: (a) by 
selecting superior securities that can earn them superior or abnormal returns; and (b) by 
demonstrating superior market-timing skills that will allow them to post better results both in the 
bull and in the bear market. In this project, using various methods, I evaluated the performance 
of a number of mutual fund managers, over the period 2002:02 to 2012:12 and over various sub-
periods, in Finland, Sweden, and Norway.   
To this end, I employed relative return ratios, such as the Sharpe measure and the Treynor 
measure, which compare the portfolio’s excess return to a measure of risk.  The Sharpe ratio is 
similar to the Treynor index, the only difference being that the former uses the standard deviation 
and the latter the beta coefficient as a relevant measure of risk. According to these ratios, only 
Finish mutual-fund managers managed to beat the market, while the consistency of their 
marketing-beating record was not high across the two sub-periods under examination. By 
contrast, the overwhelming majority of Swedish and Norwegian mutual funds did not beat the 
market.   
Also, I made use of abnormal return methods (to test for abnormal returns), according to which 
the average historical return on the mutual fund is compared to the return it should have earned 
based on a return-generating model, such as the CAPM. If the historical return is higher than the 
expected return this is known as “positive” alpha estimate. The empirical evidence showed that 
only, a significant portion of, Finish mutual fund managers delivered positive “alphas” over the 
entire estimation period.  
Further, I tested for market-timing skills and I found no fund manager from Finland, Sweden, 
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and Norway to exhibited superior market timing skills. This evidence is quite common in the 
literature of mutual fund evaluation. For example, Kon (1983), in an early study, found a very 
similar result, that is, no positive market-timing skills on the part of fund managers, and, in fact, 
some of them, presented negative market-timing skills. The same was true in the study 
undertaken by Coggin et al.(1993), who examined the investment management skills of a 
American mangers of pension funds over an eight-year period. The authors reported in their 
results negative market-timing skills.  
 
Further, not only the overwhelming majority of mutual funds from Sweden and Norway did not 
earn an abnormal return or managed to beat the market, they also seemed not to be offering 
investors a valuable service investors usually want, i.e. the high degree of diversification at very 
low cost. Indeed, over the whole estimation period, no mutual fund manager from Finland, 
Sweden and Norway achieve the goal of diversification. In theory, a good performance is 
expected from poorly diversified funds, as they apparently attempt to beat the market by 
resorting to special selection or timing skills. However, this did not seem to be the case for the 
mutual fund managers under examination.   
 
 
4.2 LIMITATIONS 
A crucial limitation of the project is the use of the specific asset pricing model to generate the 
normal returns for each fund. The extent to which the CAPM is an acceptable model to depict 
required return is of course a contestable issue. A number of studies have questioned the 
adequacy of the CAMP to account for the performance of mutual funds (Fama and French, 1993; 
Chan et al. 1996). A possible extension of the research would be the use of alternative asset 
pricing models. For example a multi-index model could be used to generate the normal returns. 
Indeed, it is not wise to rely on a single-market index, when some mutual funds hold only a 
specific portion of the asset spectrum, for example small cap stocks or a mixture of bonds and 
stocks. Thus, these assets, which of course are not contained in the benchmark single-index, may 
perform quite differently from the market portfolio.  
Further, although both the Sharpe and Treynor ratios allow for ranking of portfolios, neither 
ratio gives any information about the economic significance of differences in performance. For 
example, assume the Sharpe ratio of one portfolio is 0.75 and the Sharpe ratio for another 
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portfolio is 0.80. The second portfolio is superior, but is that difference meaningful? In addition, 
we do not know whether either of the portfolios is better than the passive market portfolio.  
Like the Treynor measure, the Jensen measure does not directly consider the portfolio 
manager’s ability to diversify because it calculates risk premiums in terms of systematic risk. As 
noted earlier, to evaluate the performance of a group of well-diversified portfolios such as 
mutual funds, this is likely to be a reasonable assumption. 
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APPENDIX A: Treynor and Sharpe Index  
 
 
Table  A-1: Sharpe Index, Sweden 
Name Symbol Whole Sample (2002:02-2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2002:09-
2007:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:01-
2012:12) 
CASTAVK SS 
Equity CAS 0.0008 -0.1245 0.8879 
HQLIKVA SS 
Equity HQL -1.1769 -3.2412 0.8446 
AMFRFKT SS 
Equity AMFR -0.1552 -0.1882 0.6507 
HRANTEF SS 
Equity HRAN -0.4918 -0.6065 0.2326 
SEBAVKA SS 
Equity SEBAV -0.4111 -0.4742 0.0602 
FOLKPMS SS 
Equity FOLKP -0.3905 -0.6042 -0.2203 
SKAPENN SS 
Equity SKA -0.4866 -0.4294 -0.2154 
SEBLIKS SS 
Equity SEB -2.8503 -3.2450 -1.2133 
RANTEFO SS 
Equity RANT 0.1196 -0.0126 0.2456 
SPPOBLI SS 
Equity SPPO 0.0786 -0.0801 0.2588 
OBLIGAT SS 
Equity OBLI 0.0379 -0.0964 0.2902 
SWRANTE SS 
Equity SWRA 0.0070 -0.1718 0.2061 
SWRAEUR SS 
Equity SWRAE 0.0040 -0.0777 -0.0382 
SWTALMG SS 
Equity SWT 0.0242 -0.1682 0.2721 
HOBLIGA SS 
Equity HOB -0.1191 -0.3355 0.1710 
SWETHCA SS 
Equity SWET -0.0101 -0.2086 0.2481 
SWOBMGA SS 
Equity SWOB 0.0392 -0.1127 0.2600 
LANOBLI SS LAN 0.0244 -0.1513 0.2339 
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Equity 
SEBOBLI SS 
Equity SEBOB -0.0504 -0.1363 0.2622 
ROBOBMI SS 
Equity ROB -0.0424 -0.1423 0.2341 
SKAKAPI SS 
Equity SKAK 0.0556 -0.0373 0.1515 
LANSSTA SS 
Equity LANS -0.0001 -0.1364 0.1211 
ENTTRRF SS 
Equity ENTT 0.0294 -0.0658 0.1127 
ALFOBLA SS 
Equity ALFO 0.0545 -0.0866 0.1385 
LANSEOB SS 
Equity LANSE -0.0071 -0.0785 -0.0944 
HQOBLIA SS 
Equity HQOB 0.0558 -0.1058 0.1872 
INSRLAN SS 
Equity INSR 0.0296 -0.0774 0.2237 
ALFAVKA SS 
Equity ALFA 0.0467 -0.1532 0.1108 
SEBOBST SS 
Equity SEBO -0.1045 -0.1475 0.0115 
SKAREAL SS 
Equity SKAR 0.0912 0.0659 0.2215 
MERNOOF SS 
Equity MERN 0.0431 -0.0894 0.1328 
OMX Index 
(Return) MARKET 0.0438 0.2799 0.2311 
Source: Bloomberg and author’s calculations 
 
Table  A-2: Treynor Index, Sweden 
Name Symbol Whole Sample (2002:02-2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2002:09-
2007:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:01-
2012:12) 
CASTAVK SS 
Equity CAS -0.0004 0.0479 -0.6098 
HQLIKVA SS 
Equity HQL 1.3800 0.8649 1.2704 
AMFRFKT SS 
Equity AMFR 0.5266 0.1798 0.2132 
HRANTEF SS 
Equity HRAN -0.6342 -0.1692 -0.2764 
SEBAVKA SS 
Equity SEBAV 0.1065 0.0771 -0.2028 
 30 
FOLKPMS SS 
Equity FOLKP -2.0385 -0.1665 0.6999 
SKAPENN SS 
Equity SKA -0.4594 -0.1560 0.0564 
SEBLIKS SS 
Equity SEB 2.4462 1.9720 0.5523 
RANTEFO SS 
Equity RANT -0.0203 0.0018 -0.0310 
SPPOBLI SS 
Equity SPPO -0.0127 0.0114 -0.0333 
OBLIGAT SS 
Equity OBLI -0.0058 0.0129 -0.0380 
SWRANTE SS 
Equity SWRA -0.0012 0.0266 -0.0271 
SWRAEUR SS 
Equity SWRAE -0.0007 0.0121 0.0054 
SWTALMG SS 
Equity SWT -0.0040 0.0252 -0.0340 
HOBLIGA SS 
Equity HOB 0.0252 0.1157 -0.0261 
SWETHCA SS 
Equity SWET 0.0016 0.0299 -0.0306 
SWOBMGA SS 
Equity SWOB -0.0067 0.0169 -0.0335 
LANOBLI SS 
Equity LAN -0.0039 0.0202 -0.0315 
SEBOBLI SS 
Equity SEBOB 0.0159 0.0199 -0.0347 
ROBOBMI SS 
Equity ROB 0.0079 0.0304 -0.0301 
SKAKAPI SS 
Equity SKAK -0.0132 0.0196 -0.0189 
LANSSTA SS 
Equity LANS 0.0000 0.0177 -0.0149 
ENTTRRF SS 
Equity ENTT -0.0045 0.0089 -0.0143 
ALFOBLA SS 
Equity ALFO -0.0086 0.0117 -0.0169 
LANSEOB SS 
Equity LANSE 0.0014 0.0127 0.0204 
HQOBLIA SS 
Equity HQOB -0.0090 0.0145 -0.0235 
INSRLAN SS 
Equity INSR -0.0054 0.0099 -0.0409 
ALFAVKA SS ALFA -0.0078 0.0218 -0.0138 
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Equity 
SEBOBST SS 
Equity SEBO 0.0302 0.0206 -0.0033 
SKAREAL SS 
Equity SKAR -0.0197 -0.0095 -0.0369 
MERNOOF SS 
Equity MERN -0.0070 0.0127 -0.0160 
OMX Index 
(Return) MARKET 0.0025 0.0150 0.0113 
Source: Bloomberg and author’s calculations 
 
 
 
 
Table  A-3: Sharpe Index, Norway 
Name Symbol Whole Sample (2002:02-2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2003:02-
2008:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:02-
2012:12) 
AFOBL3 NO 
Equity AFO 0.244359 -0.154339 1.087064 
AIOBLIG NO 
Equity AIO 0.148420 -0.196287 0.829056 
AILANGO NO 
Equity AILA 0.166326 -0.128981 0.644021 
CAOBLIG NO 
Equity CAOB 0.006553 -0.315915 0.777064 
AIKOBL NO 
Equity AIKOB -0.024708 -0.854540 1.021503 
FOPLREN NO 
Equity FOPLR 0.021782 -0.719556 1.239744 
FOPLPEJ NO 
Equity FOP -0.081025 -0.350888 -0.127509 
SBSTATA NO 
Equity SBS 0.112127 -0.081966 0.302468 
ODOBLIG NO 
Equity ODOB 0.100507 -0.278176 0.821618 
ABOBL13 NO 
Equity ABOB 0.075096 -0.459976 0.948227 
AIUNIV NO 
Equity AIUN 0.169587 -0.144972 0.678083 
FOPLPEN NO 
Equity FOPL -0.447276 -2.401574 1.903006 
STAVKAS NO 
Equity STAV 0.026132 -0.103717 0.543059 
AFGNNOB NO AFG 0.167697 -0.102572 0.667472 
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Equity 
ODKOOBL NO 
Equity ODK -0.128324 -1.030626 0.934843 
ORLIKVI NO 
Equity ORLI -0.203889 -1.862344 1.604280 
KLPREII NO 
Equity KLPR -0.038149 -0.547601 1.565866 
NOROBL2 NO 
Equity NOR 0.165236 -0.197111 0.834677 
KLPPESJ NO 
Equity KLPPE 0.130303 -0.087739 0.267200 
POOBLII NO 
Equity POO -0.104269 -0.177327 -0.100538 
KLPPJII NO 
Equity KLPP 0.161988 -0.038551 0.226825 
AIKORTS NO 
Equity AIKO -0.148851 -0.266813 -0.032169 
HADOBLI NO 
Equity HADO 0.195078 0.121329 0.449783 
OSEBX Index MARKET 0.120843 0.398710 0.271182 
Source: Bloomberg and author’s calculations 
 
 
Table  A-4: Treynor Index, Norway 
Name Symbol Whole Sample (2002:02-2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2003:02-
2008:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:02-
2012:12) 
AFOBL3 NO 
Equity AFO -0.1431 0.3224 -0.3463 
AIOBLIG NO 
Equity AIO -0.2196 19.2520 -0.2319 
AILANGO NO 
Equity AILA -0.0421 0.1069 -0.0763 
CAOBLIG NO 
Equity CAOB -0.0019 0.2669 -0.1190 
AIKOBL NO 
Equity AIKOB 0.0153 -0.6573 0.5077 
FOPLREN NO 
Equity FOPLR -0.0130 -0.9290 -0.5772 
FOPLPEJ NO 
Equity FOP 0.8343 0.4152 -0.3157 
SBSTATA NO 
Equity SBS -0.0238 0.0434 -0.0329 
ODOBLIG NO ODOB -0.0356 1.0342 -0.1764 
 33 
Equity 
ABOBL13 NO 
Equity ABOB -0.0245 -2.9326 -0.2673 
AIUNIV NO 
Equity AIUN -0.0442 0.1462 -0.0849 
FOPLPEN NO 
Equity FOPL 0.7071 -1.5527 0.4862 
STAVKAS NO 
Equity STAV 0.0054 -0.0225 0.0819 
AFGNNOB NO 
Equity AFG -0.0512 0.0759 -0.0857 
ODKOOBL NO 
Equity ODK 0.0748 -4.1600 0.2783 
ORLIKVI NO 
Equity ORLI -0.0784 -1.1527 0.3022 
KLPREII NO 
Equity KLPR 0.0202 -1.5515 -1.2971 
NOROBL2 NO 
Equity NOR -0.0445 0.2203 -0.1102 
KLPPESJ NO 
Equity KLPPE -0.0236 0.0157 -0.0449 
POOBLII NO 
Equity POO 0.0379 0.0843 0.0643 
KLPPJII NO 
Equity KLPP -0.0277 0.0068 -0.0319 
AIKORTS NO 
Equity AIKO -0.1363 0.2083 -0.0108 
HADOBLI NO 
Equity HADO 0.0466 0.0645 0.0710 
OSEBX Index MARKET 0.0084 0.0233 0.0155 
 
 
Table  A-5: Sharpe Index, Finland 
Name Symbol  Whole Sample (2002:02-2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2003:01-
2007:12) 
Sample 2 
(2009:03-
2012:12) 
EVLCOBA FH 
Equity EVL 0.2249 0.2132 0.6028 
ALAEUBB FH 
Equity ALA 0.2747 0.1022 0.5129 
EVLEBFA FH 
Equity EVLE 0.0202 -0.0904 0.3437 
EVLCOBA FH 
Equity EVLC 0.2249 0.2132 0.6028 
ALAEUBB FH ALAE 0.2747 0.1022 0.5129 
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Equity 
EVLEBFA FH 
Equity EVLEB 0.0202 -0.0904 0.3437 
MANEUYK FH 
Equity MAN 0.1776 0.0450 0.4109 
SAMYKOK FH 
Equity SAM 0.1939 -0.0577 0.4919 
PROCORT FH 
Equity PROC 0.2157 0.0973 0.5335 
EURMIDK FH 
Equity EURM 0.1208 -0.1442 0.1959 
HANOBLA FH 
Equity HAN 0.1727 0.0246 0.2434 
TAPKORK FH 
Equity TAP 0.2039 -0.0053 0.3798 
SAMYOBK FH 
Equity SAMY 0.1421 0.0109 0.1897 
SELEUBD FH 
Equity SEL 0.2132 0.0392 0.2987 
MERPERG FH 
Equity MER 0.2146 0.0330 0.3036 
SELECBA FH 
Equity SELE 0.2903 0.0428 0.6321 
MERBONG FH 
Equity MERB 0.1926 0.0114 0.2839 
FIMEURA FH 
Equity FIM 0.1940 -0.1136 0.3715 
ALFEBAI FH 
Equity ALFEB 0.1306 -0.0602 0.2589 
ALFIPAI FH 
Equity ALF -0.1014 -0.1633 -0.1082 
SAMVOBK FH 
Equity SAMV 0.1625 0.0079 0.2172 
SAMELQA FH 
Equity SAME -0.1484 -0.2374 -0.0331 
FIDEUBA FH 
Equity FIDE 0.1952 0.1668 0.4339 
SAMEUBA FH 
Equity SAMEU -0.0333 -0.1295 -0.0266 
HAX Index MARKET -0.0374 0.1632 0.1103 
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Table  A-6: Treynor Index, Finland 
Name of Mutual 
Fund Symbol  
Whole Sample 
(2002:02-2012:12) 
Whole Sample 
(2002:02-
2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2003:01-
2007:12) 
EVLCOBA FH 
Equity EVL 0.0401 0.1133 0.0716 
ALAEUBB FH 
Equity ALA 0.0932 -0.0228 0.0638 
EVLEBFA FH 
Equity EVLE 0.0039 -0.2195 0.0404 
EVLCOBA FH 
Equity EVLC 0.0401 0.1133 0.0716 
ALAEUBB FH 
Equity ALAE 0.0932 -0.0228 0.0638 
EVLEBFA FH 
Equity EVLEB 0.0039 -0.2195 0.0404 
MANEUYK FH 
Equity MAN 0.0437 -0.0339 0.0536 
SAMYKOK FH 
Equity SAM 0.0583 0.0415 0.0845 
PROCORT FH 
Equity PROC 0.0824 -0.0519 0.1172 
EURMIDK FH 
Equity EURM -0.0400 0.0333 0.0860 
HANOBLA FH 
Equity HAN -0.0644 -0.0094 -0.1815 
TAPKORK FH 
Equity TAP -0.0604 0.0025 -0.1792 
SAMYOBK FH 
Equity SAMY -0.0579 -0.0036 -0.2300 
SELEUBD FH 
Equity SEL -0.0598 -0.0109 -0.1138 
MERPERG FH 
Equity MER -0.0616 -0.0121 -0.1478 
SELECBA FH 
Equity SELE -0.8680 -0.0208 0.3587 
MERBONG FH 
Equity MERB -0.0558 -0.0038 -0.1466 
FIMEURA FH 
Equity FIM -0.0465 0.0306 -0.0687 
ALFEBAI FH 
Equity ALFEB -0.0384 0.0185 -0.0912 
ALFIPAI FH 
Equity ALF 0.0410 0.1359 0.0920 
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SAMVOBK FH 
Equity SAMV -0.0389 -0.0028 -0.0430 
SAMELQA FH 
Equity SAME -0.1555 -2.2378 -0.0183 
FIDEUBA FH 
Equity FIDE 0.0470 0.0416 0.0683 
SAMEUBA FH 
Equity SAMEU 0.0132 0.0634 0.0161 
HAX Index MARKET -0.0025 0.0108 0.0073 
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APPENDIX B: Alpha and Timing Effects  
Table  B-1: Alpha Estimates and Market Timing Effects, Sweden 
Name Symbol  
Whole Sample 
(2002:02-2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2002:09-2007:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:01-2012:12) 
Alpha 
Estimates 
Timing 
Effects 
Alpha 
Estimates 
Timing 
Effects 
Alpha 
Estimates 
Timing 
Effects 
CASTAVK 
SS Equity CAS 0.0000 -0.0312 -0.0003 -0.0285 0.0022* -0.0947 
HQLIKVA 
SS Equity HQL -0.0014* -0.0150 -0.0024* 0.0287 0.0008* -0.0655 
AMFRFKT 
SS Equity AMFR -0.0022 0.1487 -0.0036 0.5031 0.0009* 0.0435 
HRANTEF 
SS Equity HRAN -0.0030* -0.1238 -0.0048* -0.3470* 0.0002 -0.0281 
SEBAVKA 
SS Equity SEBAV -0.0012* 0.0244 -0.0013* 0.0398 0.0001 -0.0096 
FOLKPMS 
SS Equity FOLKP -0.0038* 0.0581 -0.0050* -0.1646 -0.0029 0.3542 
SKAPENN 
SS Equity SKA -0.0018* -0.1089 -0.0025* -0.2953* -0.0002 0.0072 
SEBLIKS 
SS Equity SEB -0.0020* -0.0209 -0.0024* 0.0320 -0.0008* -0.0685* 
RANTEFO 
SS Equity RANT 0.0015 0.0634 0.0008 0.1577 0.0044* 0.3562 
SPPOBLI 
SS Equity SPPO 0.0009 0.0038 0.0002 0.0562 0.0034* 0.1256 
OBLIGAT 
SS Equity OBLI 0.0004 0.0536 0.0001 0.0489 0.0026* 0.1919 
SWRANTE 
SS Equity SWRA 0.0001 0.0756 -0.0004 0.0110 0.0023* 0.3317 
SWRAEUR 
SS Equity SWRAE 0.0004 -0.2470 0.0003 -0.1991 0.0011 -0.1252 
SWTALMG 
SS Equity SWT 0.0003 0.0715 -0.0004 0.0052 0.0026* 0.2720 
HOBLIGA 
SS Equity HOB -0.0013 -0.0594 -0.0038* -0.2893 0.0025 0.2389 
SWETHCA 
SS Equity SWET 0.0000 0.0708 -0.0006 0.0262 0.0024* 0.2441 
SWOBMGA 
SS Equity SWOB 0.0004 0.0510 -0.0001 0.0088 0.0027* 0.2697 
LANOBLI LAN 0.0003 0.0758 -0.0003 0.0584 0.0025* 0.2740 
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SS Equity 
SEBOBLI 
SS Equity SEBOB -0.0004 0.0443 -0.0002 0.0784 0.0024* 0.2128 
ROBOBMI 
SS Equity ROB -0.0003 0.0299 -0.0009 -0.1489 0.0025* 0.2601 
SKAKAPI 
SS Equity SKAK 0.0009 -0.2315 -0.0001 -0.5347 0.0034 0.2842 
LANSSTA 
SS Equity LANS 0.0001 0.0536 -0.0002 0.0589 0.0018 0.2822 
ENTTRRF 
SS Equity ENTT 0.0005 0.0601 0.0004 0.0366 0.0025 0.3942 
ALFOBLA 
SS Equity ALFO 0.0008 0.0142 0.0002 0.0668 0.0032 0.3691 
LANSEOB 
SS Equity LANSE 0.0001 -0.1219 0.0002 -0.0643 -0.0011 -0.5700 
HQOBLIA 
SS Equity HQOB 0.0008 -0.0199 0.0000 0.0762 0.0035 0.2078 
INSRLAN 
SS Equity INSR 0.0003 0.0237 0.0003 0.0969 0.0026 0.2743 
ALFAVKA 
SS Equity ALFA 0.0007 0.0745 -0.0003 0.0770 0.0029 0.3560 
SEBOBST 
SS Equity SEBO -0.0010 0.1093 -0.0003 0.0709 0.0006 0.3066 
SKAREAL 
SS Equity SKAR 0.0014 -0.2452 0.0028 -0.0653 0.0034 0.3398 
MERNOOF 
SS Equity MERN 0.0007 -0.0113 0.0001 0.0629 0.0031 0.3421 
Notes: *statistically significant estimate at 5% 
 
 
 
Table  B-2: Alpha Estimates and Market Timing Effects, Norway 
Name Symbol  
Alpha Estimates Timing Effects 
Whole 
Sample 
(2002:02-
2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2003:02-
2008:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:02-
2012:12) 
Whole 
Sample 
(2002:02-
2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2003:02-
2008:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:02-
2012:12) 
AFOBL3 
NO Equity AFO 0.0015* -0.0009 0.0047* -0.0779 0.1403 -0.1543 
AIOBLIG 
NO Equity AIO 0.0009 -0.0013 0.0041* -0.0945 0.2058 -0.0256 
AILANGO 
NO Equity AILA 0.0020* -0.0011 0.0054* -0.0290 0.2632 -0.1261 
CAOBLIG 
NO Equity CAOB 0.0003 -0.0027* 0.0039* 0.0541 0.2860 -0.1465 
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AIKOBL 
NO Equity AIKOB -0.0001 -0.0019* 0.0018* 0.0029 0.0865 -0.1045 
FOPLREN 
NO Equity FOPLR 0.0001 -0.0021* 0.0025* -0.0360 0.1080 -0.1256 
FOPLPEJ 
NO Equity FOP -0.0070 -0.0016* -0.0193 0.5701 0.1649 3.5320 
SBSTATA 
NO Equity SBS 0.0016 -0.0004 0.0036* 0.0267 0.2208 0.0148 
ODOBLIG 
NO Equity ODOB 0.0008 -0.0018 0.0031* 0.0093 0.1944 -0.1074 
ABOBL13 
NO Equity ABOB 0.0004 -0.0019* 0.0025* 0.0380 0.1512 -0.1071 
AIUNIV 
NO Equity AIUN 0.0017* -0.0010 0.0043* -0.0103 0.2261 -0.1821 
FOPLPEN 
NO Equity FOPL -0.0006* -0.0022* 0.0013* -0.0296 0.0509* -0.0171 
STAVKAS 
NO Equity STAV -0.0002 -0.0019 0.0022* -0.2573* 0.2448 0.1609 
AFGNNOB 
NO Equity AFG 0.0021* -0.0008 0.0050* -0.0297 0.2662 -0.1455 
ODKOOBL 
NO Equity ODK -0.0003 -0.0021* 0.0014* 0.0020 0.0801 -0.0887 
ORLIKVI 
NO Equity ORLI -0.0004* -0.0019* 0.0018* -0.0679* 0.0373 -0.0076 
KLPREII 
NO Equity KLPR -0.0001 -0.0021* 0.0019* 0.0007 0.1125 -0.0398 
NOROBL2 
NO Equity NOR 0.0012* -0.0012 0.0037* 0.0337 0.2760 -0.1250 
KLPPESJ 
NO Equity KLPPE 0.0021* 0.0004 0.0044* -0.1354 0.1832 -0.1405 
POOBLII 
NO Equity POO -0.0003 -0.0005 -0.0002 0.0095 0.0374 0.0675 
KLPPJII 
NO Equity KLPP 0.0024* 0.0007 0.0048* -0.1145 0.1198 0.1271 
AIKORTS 
NO Equity AIKO -0.0014 -0.0015 -0.0010 -0.0175 0.0333 0.1987 
HADOBLI 
NO Equity HADO 0.0021 0.0008 0.0046* -0.1511 0.4714 -0.4425 
Notes: *statistically significant estimate at 5% 
 
 
 
Table  B-3: Alpha Estimates and Market Timing Effects, Finland 
Name Symbol  
Alpha Estimates Timing Effects 
Whole Sample 1 Sample 2 Whole Sample 1 Sample 2 
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Sample 
(2002:02-
2012:12) 
(2003:02-
2008:05) 
(2009:02-
2012:12) 
Sample 
(2002:02-
2012:12) 
(2003:02-
2008:05) 
(2009:02-
2012:12) 
EVLCOBA 
FH Equity EVL 0.0031* 0.0013 0.0074* -0.0541 0.2434 -0.0150 
ALAEUBB 
FH Equity ALA 0.0016* 0.0003 0.0039* -0.0331 -0.0281 -0.4221* 
EVLEBFA 
FH Equity EVLE 0.0002 -0.0002 0.0024* -0.0846 -0.0490 -0.2486 
EVLCOBA 
FH Equity EVLC 0.0031* 0.0013 0.0074* -0.0541 0.2434 -0.0150 
ALAEUBB 
FH Equity ALAE 0.0016* 0.0003 0.0039* -0.0331 -0.0281 -0.4221* 
EVLEBFA 
FH Equity EVLEB 0.0002 -0.0002 0.0024* -0.0846 -0.0490 -0.2486 
MANEUYK 
FH Equity MAN 0.0021* 0.0004 0.0053* -0.1241 0.0087 -0.4226 
SAMYKOK 
FH Equity SAM 0.0008* 0.0000 0.0025* -0.0118 0.0146 -0.1304 
PROCORT 
FH Equity PROC 0.0025* 0.0009 0.0067* -0.1465 0.0051 -0.1474 
EURMIDK 
FH Equity EURM 0.0005 -0.0003 0.0010 0.0425 -0.0779 -0.1189 
HANOBLA 
FH Equity HAN 0.0019 0.0005 0.0034 0.0142 -0.2536 0.1020 
TAPKORK 
FH Equity TAP 0.0019* 0.0001 0.0035* 0.0861 -0.2052 0.1798 
SAMYOBK 
FH Equity SAMY 0.0016 0.0003 0.0029 0.0473 -0.2647 0.2351 
SELEUBD 
FH Equity SEL 0.0024* 0.0007 0.0043* -0.0004 -0.2786 0.0631 
MERPERG 
FH Equity MER 0.0023* 0.0005 0.0042* 0.0318 -0.2299 0.0734 
SELECBA 
FH Equity SELE 0.0026* 0.0005 0.0052* -0.0193 -0.0925 0.1688 
MERBONG 
FH Equity MERB 0.0021* 0.0004 0.0040 0.0385 -0.2056 0.0845 
FIMEURA 
FH Equity FIM 0.0019* -0.0005 0.0051* 0.0620 -0.0604 0.3178 
ALFEBAI 
FH Equity ALFEB 0.0015 -0.0003 0.0035 0.0057 -0.2876 0.1708 
ALFIPAI 
FH Equity ALF -0.0003 -0.0006 -0.0003 0.0255 0.0317 0.0438 
SAMVOBK 
FH Equity SAMV 0.0017 0.0003 0.0036 0.0746 -0.2390 0.6276* 
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SAMELQA 
FH Equity SAME -0.0013 -0.0011 -0.0006 0.0543 0.0882 0.0323 
FIDEUBA 
FH Equity FIDE 0.0028* 0.0013 0.0051* -0.0702 0.4030 0.0107 
SAMEUBA 
FH Equity SAMEU -0.0006 -0.0013 -0.0003 0.1341 -0.1213 0.4428 
Notes: *statistically significant estimate at 5% 
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APPENDIX C: Diversification and Overall Performance  
Table  C-1: Diversification, Sweden 
Fund  
Coefficient of Determination from Single Index Model 
Whole Sample 
(2002:02-2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2002:09-2007:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:01-2012:12) 
CASTAVK SS Equity 0.0000 0.0167 0.0017 
HQLIKVA SS Equity 0.0146 0.0258 0.0073 
AMFRFKT SS Equity 0.0000 0.0033 0.0359 
HRANTEF SS Equity 0.0085 0.0367 0.0008 
SEBAVKA SS Equity 0.0119 0.1027 0.0008 
FOLKPMS SS Equity 0.0016 0.0377 0.0001 
SKAPENN SS Equity 0.0179 0.0215 0.0123 
SEBLIKS SS Equity 0.0319 0.0047 0.0000 
RANTEFO SS Equity 0.0923 0.1404 0.1443 
SPPOBLI SS Equity 0.1001 0.1367 0.1372 
OBLIGAT SS Equity 0.1065 0.1550 0.1319 
SWRANTE SS Equity 0.0828 0.1143 0.1338 
SWRAEUR SS Equity 0.1000 0.1171 0.1180 
SWTALMG SS Equity 0.0887 0.1223 0.1465 
HOBLIGA SS Equity 0.0573 0.0237 0.0977 
SWETHCA SS Equity 0.0929 0.1344 0.1501 
SWOBMGA SS Equity 0.0835 0.1233 0.1378 
LANOBLI SS Equity 0.0977 0.1563 0.1240 
SEBOBLI SS Equity 0.0208 0.1302 0.1290 
ROBOBMI SS Equity 0.0725 0.0617 0.1382 
SKAKAPI SS Equity 0.0461 0.0101 0.1483 
LANSSTA SS Equity 0.1229 0.1651 0.1508 
ENTTRRF SS Equity 0.1139 0.1522 0.1423 
ALFOBLA SS Equity 0.1100 0.1541 0.1556 
LANSEOB SS Equity 0.0753 0.1080 0.0493 
HQOBLIA SS Equity 0.1029 0.1487 0.1453 
INSRLAN SS Equity 0.0723 0.1724 0.0676 
ALFAVKA SS Equity 0.0980 0.1383 0.1474 
SEBOBST SS Equity 0.0271 0.1420 0.0259 
SKAREAL SS Equity 0.0567 0.1385 0.0821 
MERNOOF SS Equity 0.1031 0.1374 0.1586 
Source: author’s calculations 
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Table  C-2: Overall Performance Evaluation, Sweden 
Fund 
TOTAL EXCESS RETURN  RETURN FROM SELECTIVITY  
Excess Return  Return From Selectivity4 
Return from 
Manager’s 
Risk 
Net 
Selectivity 
Return from  
Diversification  
CASTAVK SS 
Equity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 -0.0001 0.0001 
HQLIKVA SS 
Equity -0.0014 -0.0014 0.0000 -0.0015 0.0001 
AMFRFKT SS 
Equity -0.0022 -0.0022 0.0000 -0.0023 0.0001 
HRANTEF SS 
Equity -0.0030 -0.0030 0.0000 -0.0030 0.0000 
SEBAVKA SS 
Equity -0.0012 -0.0012 0.0000 -0.0013 0.0001 
FOLKPMS SS 
Equity -0.0038 -0.0038 0.0000 -0.0045 0.0007 
SKAPENN SS 
Equity -0.0018 -0.0018 0.0000 -0.0018 0.0000 
SEBLIKS SS 
Equity -0.0020 -0.0020 0.0000 -0.0021 0.0000 
RANTEFO SS 
Equity 0.0014 0.0015 -0.0002 0.0007 0.0008 
SPPOBLI SS 
Equity 0.0008 0.0009 -0.0002 0.0003 0.0007 
OBLIGAT SS 
Equity 0.0003 0.0004 -0.0001 0.0000 0.0005 
SWRANTE SS 
Equity 0.0001 0.0002 -0.0001 -0.0004 0.0005 
SWRAEUR 
SS Equity 0.0001 0.0004 -0.0003 -0.0012 0.0016 
SWTALMG 
SS Equity 0.0002 0.0003 -0.0001 -0.0002 0.0005 
HOBLIGA SS 
Equity -0.0014 -0.0013 -0.0001 -0.0020 0.0007 
SWETHCA SS 
Equity -0.0001 0.0000 -0.0001 -0.0004 0.0005 
SWOBMGA 
SS Equity 0.0003 0.0004 -0.0001 -0.0001 0.0005 
LANOBLI SS 0.0002 0.0003 -0.0001 -0.0002 0.0005 
                                                
4 It is the fund’s average rate of return minus its expected return, given the fund’s level of systematic risk (i.e. beta 
estimate) 
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Equity 
SEBOBLI SS 
Equity -0.0005 -0.0004 -0.0001 -0.0008 0.0004 
ROBOBMI SS 
Equity -0.0004 -0.0003 -0.0001 -0.0008 0.0005 
SKAKAPI SS 
Equity 0.0007 0.0009 -0.0001 0.0000 0.0009 
LANSSTA SS 
Equity 0.0000 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0004 0.0006 
ENTTRRF SS 
Equity 0.0003 0.0005 -0.0002 -0.0003 0.0008 
ALFOBLA SS 
Equity 0.0006 0.0008 -0.0002 -0.0001 0.0009 
LANSEOB SS 
Equity -0.0002 0.0001 -0.0003 -0.0014 0.0015 
HQOBLIA SS 
Equity 0.0006 0.0008 -0.0002 0.0000 0.0008 
INSRLAN SS 
Equity 0.0002 0.0004 -0.0001 -0.0002 0.0006 
ALFAVKA SS 
Equity 0.0006 0.0007 -0.0002 -0.0002 0.0009 
SEBOBST SS 
Equity -0.0011 -0.0010 -0.0001 -0.0017 0.0007 
SKAREAL SS 
Equity 0.0013 0.0014 -0.0002 0.0007 0.0008 
MERNOOF 
SS Equity 0.0005 0.0007 -0.0002 -0.0002 0.0009 
Source: author’s calculations 
Notes: estimation sample 2002:02-2012:12 
 
Table  C-3: Diversification, Norway 
Fund  
Coefficient of Determination from Single Index Model 
Whole Sample 
(2002:02-2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2003:02-2008:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:02-2012:12) 
AFOBL3 NO Equity 0.004036 0.0000 0.0275 
AIOBLIG NO Equity 5.52E-06 0.0005 0.0358 
AILANGO NO Equity 0.056500 0.0029 0.2223 
CAOBLIG NO Equity 0.038032 0.0027 0.1291 
AIKOBL NO Equity 0.000267 0.0144 0.0160 
FOPLREN NO Equity 0.000848 0.0071 0.0094 
FOPLPEJ NO Equity 3.19E-05 0.0004 0.0005 
SBSTATA NO Equity 0.087804 0.0087 0.2707 
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ODOBLIG NO Equity 0.021557 0.0000 0.0625 
ABOBL13 NO Equity 0.020280 0.0017 0.0315 
AIUNIV NO Equity 0.050313 0.0014 0.1948 
FOPLPEN NO Equity 0.011283 0.0356 0.0556 
STAVKAS NO Equity 0.122206 0.0782 0.1447 
AFGNNOB NO Equity 0.038421 0.0039 0.1888 
ODKOOBL NO Equity 0.000182 0.0048 0.0400 
ORLIKVI NO Equity 0.059029 0.0287 0.0980 
KLPREII NO Equity 0.002509 0.0028 0.0013 
NOROBL2 NO Equity 0.041931 0.0009 0.1734 
KLPPESJ NO Equity 0.125526 0.0958 0.1120 
POOBLII NO Equity 0.012690 0.0078 0.0053 
KLPPJII NO Equity 0.143848 0.0971 0.1647 
AIKORTS NO Equity 0.011021 0.0030 0.0299 
HADOBLI NO Equity 0.093189 0.0146 0.1328 
Source: author’s calculations 
 
Table  C-4: Diversification, Finland 
Fund  
Coefficient of Determination from Single Index Model 
Whole Sample 
(2002:02-2012:12) 
Sample 1 
(2003:02-2008:05) 
Sample 2 
(2009:02-2012:12) 
EVLCOBA FH Equity 0.1439 0.0098 0.2656 
ALAEUBB FH Equity 0.0493 0.0473 0.2404 
EVLEBFA FH Equity 0.1309 0.0006 0.2700 
EVLCOBA FH Equity 0.1439 0.0098 0.2656 
ALAEUBB FH Equity 0.0493 0.0473 0.2404 
EVLEBFA FH Equity 0.1309 0.0006 0.2700 
MANEUYK FH 
Equity 0.0800 0.0039 0.2205 
SAMYKOK FH Equity 0.0670 0.0081 0.1297 
PROCORT FH Equity 0.0362 0.0081 0.0788 
EURMIDK FH Equity 0.0241 0.0490 0.0216 
HANOBLA FH Equity 0.0246 0.0169 0.0060 
TAPKORK FH Equity 0.0397 0.0116 0.0153 
SAMYOBK FH Equity 0.0204 0.0227 0.0022 
SELEUBD FH Equity 0.0464 0.0329 0.0240 
MERPERG FH Equity 0.0436 0.0187 0.0144 
SELECBA FH Equity 0.0000 0.0100 0.0128 
MERBONG FH Equity 0.0427 0.0223 0.0128 
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FIMEURA FH Equity 0.0630 0.0350 0.1059 
ALFEBAI FH Equity 0.0417 0.0267 0.0281 
ALFIPAI FH Equity 0.0104 0.0033 0.0026 
SAMVOBK FH Equity 0.0655 0.0202 0.0934 
SAMELQA FH Equity 0.0076 0.0000 0.0131 
FIDEUBA FH Equity 0.0826 0.0428 0.1521 
SAMEUBA FH Equity 0.0231 0.0107 0.0096 
Source: author’s calculations 
Table C-5: Overall Performance Evaluation, Finland 
Name Symbol Excess Return  
Return to 
Selectivity 
Return from 
Manager’s 
Risk  
Net 
Selectivity Diversification 
EVLCOBA 
FH Equity EVL 0.0074 0.0008 0.0068 0.0007 0.0001 
ALAEUBB 
FH Equity ALA 0.0040 0.0005 0.0035 0.0005 0.0001 
EVLEBFA 
FH Equity EVLE 0.0024 0.0005 0.0020 0.0004 0.0001 
EVLCOBA 
FH Equity EVLC 0.0074 0.0008 0.0068 0.0007 0.0000 
ALAEUBB 
FH Equity ALAE 0.0040 0.0005 0.0035 0.0005 0.0001 
EVLEBFA 
FH Equity EVLEB 0.0024 0.0005 0.0020 0.0004 0.0007 
MANEUYK 
FH Equity MAN 0.0053 0.0008 0.0045 0.0008 0.0000 
SAMYKOK 
FH Equity SAM 0.0025 0.0002 0.0021 0.0004 0.0000 
PROCORT 
FH Equity PROC 0.0067 0.0004 0.0056 0.0010 0.0008 
EURMIDK 
FH Equity EURM 0.0010 0.0001 0.0005 0.0005 0.0007 
HANOBLA 
FH Equity HAN 0.0034 -0.0001 0.0018 0.0016 0.0005 
TAPKORK 
FH Equity TAP 0.0035 -0.0001 0.0024 0.0011 0.0005 
SAMYOBK 
FH Equity SAMY 0.0029 -0.0001 0.0012 0.0017 0.0016 
SELEUBD 
FH Equity SEL 0.0043 -0.0003 0.0025 0.0017 0.0005 
MERPERG 
FH Equity MER 0.0042 -0.0002 0.0025 0.0016 0.0007 
SELECBA SELE 0.0052 0.0001 0.0044 0.0008 0.0005 
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FH Equity 
MERBONG 
FH Equity MERB 0.0040 -0.0002 0.0023 0.0017 0.0005 
FIMEURA 
FH Equity FIM 0.0051 -0.0005 0.0032 0.0019 0.0005 
ALFEBAI 
FH Equity ALFEB 0.0035 -0.0003 0.0019 0.0016 0.0004 
ALFIPAI 
FH Equity ALF 
-
0.0002 0.0000 -0.0005 0.0003 0.0005 
SAMVOBK 
FH Equity SAMV 0.0037 -0.0005 0.0015 0.0021 0.0009 
SAMELQA 
FH Equity SAME 
-
0.0006 0.0002 -0.0017 0.0012 0.0006 
FIDEUBA 
FH Equity FIDE 0.0051 0.0006 0.0043 0.0008 0.0008 
SAMEUBA 
FH Equity SAMEU 
-
0.0003 -0.0002 -0.0025 0.0022 0.0009 
HAX Index MARKET 0.0074 0.0008 0.0068 0.0007 0.0001 
Source: author’s calculations 
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Table  C-6: Overall Performance Evaluation, Norway 
Fund Excess Return  
Return to 
Selectivity5 
Return from 
Manager’s Risk Net Selectivity Diversification  
AFOBL3 NO 
Equity 0.001453 0.001537 -8.47E-05 0.000734 0.000803 
AIOBLIG NO 
Equity 0.000902 0.000936 -3.43E-05 0.000168 0.000768 
AILANGO 
NO Equity 0.001693 0.002029 -0.000336 0.000463 0.001566 
CAOBLIG 
NO Equity 5.80E-05 0.000309 -0.000251 -0.001012 0.001321 
AIKOBL NO 
Equity -7.29E-05 -3.30E-05 -3.99E-05 -0.000429 0.000396 
FOPLREN 
NO Equity 7.40E-05 0.000122 -4.76E-05 -0.000336 0.000458 
FOPLPEJ NO 
Equity -0.007081 -0.007010 -7.09E-05 -0.017641 0.010631 
SBSTATA 
NO Equity 0.001205 0.001627 -0.000422 -9.37E-05 0.001721 
ODOBLIG 
NO Equity 0.000666 0.000822 -0.000156 -0.000135 0.000957 
ABOBL13 
NO Equity 0.000348 0.000466 -0.000119 -0.000212 0.000678 
AIUNIV NO 
Equity 0.001431 0.001701 -0.000270 0.000411 0.001290 
FOPLPEN 
NO Equity -0.000621 -0.000614 -7.34E-06 -0.000789 0.000175 
STAVKAS 
NO Equity 0.000271 -0.000145 0.000416 -0.000983 0.000839 
AFGNNOB 
NO Equity 0.001823 0.002121 -0.000297 0.000509 0.001611 
ODKOOBL 
NO Equity -0.000340 -0.000302 -3.79E-05 -0.000660 0.000358 
ORLIKVI NO 
Equity -0.000342 -0.000379 3.64E-05 -0.000545 0.000166 
KLPREII NO 
Equity -0.000139 -8.13E-05 -5.74E-05 -0.000578 0.000496 
NOROBL2 
NO Equity 0.001078 0.001281 -0.000202 0.000290 0.000991 
KLPPESJ NO 
Equity 0.001563 0.002116 -0.000552 0.000113 0.002002 
POOBLII NO 
Equity -0.000327 -0.000255 -7.20E-05 -0.000707 0.000451 
KLPPJII NO 
Equity 0.001841 0.002396 -0.000555 0.000468 0.001929 
                                                
5 It is the fund’s average rate of return minus its expected return, given the fund’s level of systematic risk (i.e. beta 
estimate) 
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AIKORTS 
NO Equity -0.001293 -0.001372 7.92E-05 -0.002343 0.000970 
HADOBLI 
NO Equity 0.002640 0.002167 0.000473 0.001004 0.001162 
Source: author’s calculations 
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